I was startled, even though I should not have been, to receive the special issue on "Finding A Common Agenda For Preventing Child Maltreatment, Youth Violence, and Domestic Violence" (Vol. 19, No. 3, 2004) . I was startled because none of the articles covered what the research clearly indicates is the primordial violence-slapping and spanking by parents. Failing to address these legal and culturally approved forms of violent socialization is a major gap in primary prevention of violence because a great deal of empirical research shows that
• Corporal punishment (CP) is the first experience with violence in the life history of almost all Americans • Because CP is done for the morally approved purpose of teaching and correcting children, it teaches each new generation that violence is a socially legitimate behavior • About two thirds of all cases of physical abuse begin as CP, which then escalate into physical abuse • CP is a major risk factor for violence by youth; and among adults, for physical abuse of partners in a relationship, and for violence against friends and strangers
The Primordial Violence
Slapping and spanking by parents is the primordial violence because being hit by parents is almost always a child's first experience with violence. Study after study shows that, under the euphemism of spanking and under the legal protection of the laws of all U.S. states and most nations in the world, more than 90% of parents hit toddlers (Straus & Stewart, 1999) . Among parents of toddlers who spanked, it was typically a frequent event-an average of about three times a week (Giles-Sims, Straus, & Sugarman, 1995) . In addition, more than one third of a nationally representative sample of parents of infants reported hitting the child that year Commentary (Straus & Stewart, 1999) . These rates show that this form of violence by parents-mostly by good parents and loving parents-is usually a child's first experience with violence. That is part of the reason why, more than 30 years ago, I identified the normal family as the "cradle of violence" (Steinmetz & Straus, 1973) The Virtuous Violence An even more important factor making CP the primordial violence is that spanking teaches children more than that they should do or not do whatever led to the spanking. Children learn many things from being spanked, including the moral virtue of violence. This occurs because most parents hit children to teach and correct the child. Therefore, when parents spank, they are engaged in a morally correct behavior. Consequently, children learn the moral principle that when someone is misbehaving and persists in misbehaving, hitting to stop the misbehavior is appropriate. Of course, most parents also teach the child not to hit others. In the clash of these two moral principles, the one exemplified by the parents hitting the child usually wins out, for example, that when someone engages in a serious misbehavior, or persists in any misbehavior, it is morally acceptable to hit, and in some cases even required. This is reflected in the fact that most violence by youth and adults is done to correct what the perpetrator experiences as misbehavior on the part of the victim. Example are endless: an insult, not paying back a loan, cheating in a sport or card game, a "pass at my girl" or a wife flirting with another man. In the United States, about 70% of murders are to settle a conflict between the murderer and the victim (Federal Bureau of Investigation, 1995; Wolfgang, 1958) .
CP and Physical Abuse of Children
A generation ago David Gil's (1970) pioneering study of 1,380 children found that 63% of the abuse incidents were an "immediate or delayed response to specific (misbehavior) of the child." Gil concluded, against the use of physical force as a means for rearing children, are likely to produce over time the strongest possible reduction of the incidence and prevalence of physical abuse of children. (p. 141) Kadushin and Martin's (1981) in-depth study of 66 cases of physical abuse also found that two thirds were instances of CP that had escalated out of control. Straus and Yodanis (1993) studied a nationally representative sample of American parents and found that the more CP these parents had experienced as children, the greater the probability that, in bringing up their own children, they would go beyond legally permissible CP and engage in severe physical attacks on their children.
Studies like those just cited, plus clinical observation, led Zigler and Hall (1989) to conclude that "ultimate control of the abuse problem lies in changing our societal attitudes towards and acceptance of aggression as an appropriate mechanism for problem solving" (p. 56). A number of other leading scholars and clinicians have also concluded that reducing CP is essential to reducing physical abuse (Feshbach, 1980; Gelles & Straus, 1988; Haeuser, 1991; Maurer, 1976; Williams, 1983) . Straus and Yodanis (1996) studied a nationally representative sample of American married and cohabiting couples. They found that more than half reported having been spanked or hit by their parents at age 13. Those who experienced CP at this age were morel likely to have hit their partner during the year of the study, even after more controlling for many possible variables that could produce a spurious correlation. Moreover, the results applied to both men and women. For the same sample, another analysis found a similar relationship to physically assaulting a nonfamily person, but only for men (Straus & Lauer, in press ).
CP and Violence by Youth and Adults
Simons, Lin, and Gordon (1998) studied 113 boys in a rural area of the state of Iowa, beginning when they were in the seventh grade or about age 13. They found that the more CP experienced by these boys, the greater the probability 2 years later of their physically assaulting a girlfriend. Moreover, this was a prospective study and the analysis took into account the misbehavior that led parents to use CP, and also for the quality of parenting. This means that the relation of CP to violence against a girlfriend is very unlikely to because of poor parenting. Rather, it shows that the long-run effect of CP is to increase the probability of violence.
The International Dating Violence Study of students at 68 universities in 32 countries found that the higher the rate of CP in a national setting, the higher the percentage of students who were physically violent to a dating partner in the previous 12 months (Douglas & Straus, 2006; Gamez-Gaudix & Straus, 2008) .
Conclusion
An underlying assumption of the special issue on prevention is that attention to all forms of family violence and youth violence is needed because they are interrelated. CP by parents, however, is an aspect of violence that escaped the purview of the editors and authors. Obviously, a volume like this cannot cover everything. But CP is not just another possible focus of prevention. As pointed out previously, more than 90% of American children currently experience violent socialization in the form of CP. Of all the possible risk factors for violence, CP probably has the highest prevalence rate. In accordance with the public health principle of giving priority to risk factors with the highest prevalence, CP should figure prominently in violence prevention efforts. But rather than occupying a prominent position, it is never even mentioned.
An important question about a special issue which is premised on the idea of multiple causation and the need for multiple preventive efforts, is why violent socialization in the form of CP was neglected when it is such an almost universally present risk factor. It is also a risk factor that is amenable to change programs such as home visiting and parent education, even among groups such as low-income inner-city parents who are highly committed to CP (Administration on Children, Youth and Families: Head Start Bureau, 2002; Minkovitz et al., 2003; Webster-Stratton, 1990; Wint & Brown, 1987) .
The failure to address CP in the special issue on prevention of violence is not primarily a failure of the editors and authors. It is primarily a failure of our society that manifests itself in all sectors of society, including the human services and scientific sectors. For example, the idea of advising parents to avoid spanking was debated intensely by the National Advisory Board on Child Abuse, but no statement was issued for fear that Congress would terminate funds for the board. The journal Child Abuse and Neglect published a special issue on "A National Call to Action: Working Toward Elimination of Child Maltreatment," which, like this special issue, failed to mention CP. A content analysis of leading textbooks in child development between 1992 and 1996 found that these large volumes devoted an average of only half a page to CP and none explicitly advised parents not to spank (Straus & Stewart, 1999) . A check of the program for the 2003 meeting of the Society For Research in Child development found that none of the more than 1,000 papers were on CP.
The failure of our society to recognize that CP is the primordial violence and that it is heavily implicated in the etiology of all forms of violence, reflects a deep-seated cultural acceptance of the idea that CP is sometimes necessary and, if done in moderation by loving parents, is harmless. This deeply embedded aspect of our culture leads to unintended "selective inattention" (Dexter, 1958) to the mass of scientific evidence that these beliefs are false. For example, the meta analysis of more than 80 studies by Gershoff (2002) found near unanimity in results showing harmful effects of CP. The evidence on violence includes experimental and longitudinal studies that identify the causal direction.
There is a growing worldwide movement to end use of CP. UNICEF has declared it a violation of the charter of children's rights. The European Union has called on member nations to prohibit CP. Starting with Sweden in 1979, there are now 23 nations that have ended the right of parents to hit children. These changes are occurring to protect the rights and well-being of children. The research cited above indicates that ending CP is also needed for primary prevention of violence. We must recognize and act on the fact that CP is a risk factor for all types of physical violence. However, it is also important to recognize that violence has multiple interrelated causes. No single risk factor explains very much. This principle applies to CP and to every risk factor mentioned in the special issue. There is no "magic bullet" for violence. Primary prevention of violence will be a long slow effort because it requires attention to so many risk factors.
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